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Pertinacity in grammar Lahiri (2002) has called attention to a characteristic of grammars called pertinacity. A rule or pattern may persist over time, though its realization may
change. An example is the persistence of a particular metrical pattern in a language, though it may apply to new forms and no longer apply to forms that it used to apply to (e.g., the Germanic Foot, Lahiri & Dresher 1999) . This type of pertinacity can be summed up as: same pattern, different output realization.
We will also look at an example of the converse kind of pertinacity. It concerns persistence of output forms despite changes in the grammar. This type of change can occur under various conditions. Such change always involves a reanalysis of the output form, provoked by changes elsewhere in the system. This type of pertinacity can be summed up as: different pattern, same output realization.
Since learners acquire their grammars guided by the output forms they are exposed to, we do not expect these forms -especially those that make up the 'core' or 'primary' data -to change in the course of acquisition. Reanalysis * We would like to thank Paula Fikkert, Astrid Kraehenmann, and Frans Plank for their comments and assistance. This research was partly supported by a grant (410-2003-0913 ) from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada to Elan Dresher, and by funds from the German Research Foundation (Sonderforschungsbereich 471 and the Leibniz Prize) to Aditi Lahiri. of grammar that does not involve an immediate change in output forms is thus a significant type of language change.
Change in the English stress system
Our example is the change from the Old English Germanic stress system to the Modern English Latinate stress system. This represents a radical change:
(1) Germanic: Stress on the stem-initial syllable, regardless of quantity, building secondary stress from left to right.
Latin: Stress on the penult if heavy, otherwise on the antepenult, secondary stresses from right to left. In the above examples alternants with initial stress would be generated both by the Germanic and the Latin stress rules. However, under the Latin stress rule there would be no source for the forms in (5). Thus, Halle & Keyser (1971) must mark these as exceptions to the unified Romance stress rule.
A second discrepancy occurs when a word has more than two syllables, where the final vowel is schwa and the penult is in a light syllable. In such cases, the French rule gives penultimate stress, but the Latin rule gives antepenultimate stress. According to Halle & Keyser (1971) We conclude that there is no evidence that either the Old French or the Latin stress rule gained a foothold in English at the time of Chaucer (see also Minkova 1997 , Redford 2003 . We must look to a later period for the introduction of the Latin stress pattern.
A Parametric Account
Our hypothesis is that the Latin stress rule was not added all at once to the grammar of English. A stress system is the result of interacting parameters.
These parameters can change independently. In the case of English, the main changes involved:
A. a change in directionality (parsing from the left vs. parsing from the right); and B. the position of main stress (left vs. right). (Dresher & Lahiri 1991) We assume that the Old English foot type is the Germanic Foot, a resolved and expanded moraic trochee of the form ([head] dependent), where the head must consist of at least two moras and the dependent may have at most one mora.
Old English Stress
The two moras of the head do not have to come from the same syllable. The direction of parsing is left to right, and main stress is on the left.
(13) Old English stress: Sample parsings
we ru da cy nin ga
In (13a), the initial heavy syllable has two moras and occupies the head of the foot; the second syllable is light (one mora), and occupies the dependent branch. In (13b), the initial syllable is light, and so the second light syllable joins it (a process called Resolution) to make up the head position of the foot.
The third syllable occupies the dependent position. (13c) is similar, except resolution is with a heavy syllable.
The forms in (14a-c) illustrate High Vowel Deletion, whereby a short high vowel in an open syllable is deleted when it would occupy the dependent position of a foot. Underlined vowels are deleted; observe that a high vowel is not deleted in closed syllables (14d), or when it is resolved with the initial syllable (14c, e), or when it falls outside the foot (14f).
Old English lacked secondary stress in final syllables. In (15), the underlined final syllables might be expected to have a secondary stress (because they ought to be the head of a foot), but they do not. Defoot a final foot that does not carry main stress and that has no dependent branch.
Later, long vowels in unstressed final syllables were shortened. Therefore, the only word-final syllables that appeared to be heavy were those ending in a consonant. The fact that such syllables did not receive a secondary stress was subject to reanalysis in terms of Final Consonant Extrametricality (CEM):
Final consonants are extrametrical.
Another rule that came to play a role in the transition from Old to
Middle English was Trisyllabic Shortening (TSS): (18) Trisyllabic Shortening (TSS)
A stressed long vowel is shortened when preceding two unstressed syllables.
Middle English Stress
The changes sketched above had no effect on the position of main stress, and the stress system in Middle English remained essentially as in Old English.
However, the various changes did have the effect of metrically 'shortening' words. Thus, many words that had more than one foot in Old English were reduced to a single foot in Middle English (Lahiri & Dresher 1999:709) .
(19) Metrical shortening from Old to Middle English OE *he ri nցes *la ve rke *ci cenes *cla vere
ME he rinցes la verke ci cenes cla vere
Old English words already tended to be short. Moreover, many Old English suffixes were, as they still are today, 'stress neutral', meaning they do not participate in the stress domain. Adding the further metrical shortenings described above, native English words tended to be no longer than a single foot. Therefore, evidence for setting the parameters of directionality and main stress was in short supply.
Among the Latin words that began entering the language in great numbers in the sixteenth century were many that were relatively long. These Latin loan words were thus able to fill the gap left by the native words.
Without contradicting the majority of the native words, the loan words eventually caused the resetting of the directionality and main stress parameters.
Early Latin borrowings
We follow Lahiri & Fikkert (1999) in claiming that Latin words were originally borrowed as morphologically simplex (see also Minkova & Stockwell 1996) . Thus, reverence was not initially derived from revere, nor austerity from austere. Often, the 'derived' word was borrowed earlier. This hypothesis accounts for the stress patterns of these words, and provides evidence that direction of parsing and placement of main stress had not changed before 1530. 
Changes in direction of parsing and main stress
The main stress parameter did not change together with directionality. We assume the following sequence: 
Change of direction of parsing
The preceding forms show that it was not sufficient to borrow Latin words to provoke a change in directionality. Reference here is specifically to the habit of putting the main stress left.
The Countertonic Principle shows that the main stress parameter remained set to left for some time after the change of directionality to right. It is worth noting that the addition of words stressed according to the Countertonic Principle would have increased the evidence for main stress left. Thus, a word like ácadèmy clearly shows two feet, of which the left has the main stress. Therefore, it is not correct to say that English gradually moved from a 'Germanic' to a 'Romance' stress system. In this case, the same words that provoked a change of directionality to right reinforced the evidence for main stress left.
Main stress right
What exactly caused the main stress parameter to finally switch to right is not entirely clear to us. However, a likely place to look is around or before 1660.
According to Danielsson (1948:29) , that year was the 'turning point' when
French words kept final accent in English, as with suffixes like those in (25). Though some words like those in (26) may have entered the language before 1660, they may not have systematically retained final stress until around that date. It is plausible to suppose that final stress in words with these suffixes became more systematic after the change of main stress to right.
Conclusion: Conservatism amid change
It emerges from our analysis that both the core grammar (foot type, quantity sensitivity) and the core data (surface stress patterns) remain essentially unchanged in the course of seemingly radical changes to the English stress
